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Regulation of the Wholesale 
BRoadBand access MaRket

Wholesale Broadband Access (WBA) refers to the mar-
ket in which an internet service provider with limited 
own infrastructure buys transmission services from 
an infrastructure-based telecommunication carrier 
in order to provide internet services to the end-us-
ers under his own name. The European Commission 
(European Commission 2007) defines the WBA market 
in its Relevant Markets Recommendation from 2007 
as Market 5:  “This market comprises non-physical or 
virtual network access including ‘bitstream’ access at a 
fixed location...”.

The incumbent typically used to be the sole provider of 
WBA and was regulated on a national basis. The reg-
ulation comprises cost and access regulation besides a 
number of other remedies, such as non-discrimination, 
transparency or the requirement to account separately. 
In earlier phases of market development, the regulation 
of the WBA market was necessary and facilitated en-
try. Entrants were able to test local markets “risk-free” 
via the incumbent’s network without the commitment 
of building their own infrastructure. In recent years 
however, competitors have begun to build their own 
networks in areas in which they had established a suffi-
ciently large customer base. The incumbent’s networks 
are thus gradually replicated, and the competitors either 
already offer WBA or could potentially enter the WBA 
market.

In many countries, this increasingly infrastruc-
ture-based competition gave rise to the reconsider-
ation of the national regulatory approach. It has been 
suggested that nowadays areas with well-developed 
infrastructure-based competition might actually benefit 
from deregulation. As a result, starting with the UK in 
2008, a number of European countries have introduced 
– or debated – a sub-national geographically differen-
tiated regulation of the WBA market. These schemes 
allow for the deregulation of areas with sufficient com-
petition. Regulation would then only apply to areas in 
which competition law alone is not sufficient. 

As shown in Table 1, only the UK and Portuguese 
regulatory authorities have to date introduced a geo-
graphically differentiated regulation. In the UK, British 
Telecom’s exchange areas were chosen as the relevant 

geographical unit at which regulation or deregulation 
occurs. The UK regulatory authority Ofcom grouped 
all exchange areas into three categories according to 
their competitive situation, based on the number of 
certain large competitors that are able to offer WBA 
services (“principal operators”), the availability of 
broadband via cable, and the size of the local market. 
In Ofcom’s revision of the regulation in 2010, market 
size was considered redundant and replaced by the re-
quirement that British Telecom’s market share must not 
exceed 50 percent for deregulation. While exchanges in 
categories one and two remain regulated, the incumbent 
British Telecom was released from regulation in catego-
ry three. The Portuguese national regulatory authority 
ANACOM chose a similar approach. Two categories 
of exchange areas were defined in 2008. Based on the 
number of infrastructure-based competitors (Local 
Loop Unbundlers) and the presence of cable operators, 
competitive exchange areas in the second category were 
deregulated. However, in contrast to the UK, where the 
incumbent faces direct competition on the WBA mar-
ket, the Portuguese incumbent Portugal Telecom was 
the sole provider of WBA services. ANACOM argued 
that competition from cable operators and Local Loop 
Unbundlers on the retail market posed indirect pressure 
on prices in the WBA market. 

The European Commission is generally in favour of 
geographical differentiation, provided it is in accord-
ance with EU law: “For the Commission, Ofcom’s 
proposal represents a reasonable move towards better 
targeted regulation, concentrating on those geographic 
areas where structural competition problems persist” 
(European Commission 2008). However, in other coun-
tries the European Commission expressed “serious 
doubts” as to the implementation of geographically 
differentiated regulation (in Spain, Finland, Poland, 
Czech Republic) and the scheme has not been adopt-
ed. In some cases, national authorities have already de-
clined the proposal (Germany, Austria). The German 
regulator argued in 2009 that future developments in 
the telecom wholesale markets were too unforeseea-
ble. With the upgrade of the old copper-based network 
with fibre-based infrastructure, a considerable portion 
of exchanges was expected to become redundant in the 
future. In this case, infrastructure-based Local Loop 
Unbundlers would depend on downstream (WBA) 
products to provide broadband services. WBA products 
would then be necessary for competition in the retail 
market and should therefore remain regulated. In ad-
dition, the national regulator found that differences 
in the competitive situation between areas were not 



Database

CESifo DICE Report 2/2013 (June)5151

N
at

io
na

l r
eg

ul
at

or
y 

au
th

or
iti

es
 (N

R
A

):
 r

eq
ue

st
s f

or
 g

eo
gr

ap
hi

c 
di

ff
er

en
tia

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
W

ho
le

sa
le

 B
ro

ad
ba

nd
 A

cc
es

s (
W

B
A

) m
ar

ke
t 

C
ri

te
ri

a 
fo

r 
de

re
gu

la
ti

on
 

U
ni

te
d 

K
in

gd
om

 
P

or
tu

ga
l 

G
er

m
an

y 
A

us
tr

ia
 

Sp
ai

n 
F

in
la

nd
 

P
ol

an
d 

R
om

an
ia

 
C

ze
ch

 R
ep

ub
lic

 

U
ni

t 
of

 
(d

e)
re

gu
la

ti
on

 
E

xc
ha

ng
es

 
E

xc
ha

ng
es

 
E

xc
ha

ng
es

 
E

xc
ha

ng
es

 
E

xc
ha

ng
es

 
E

xc
ha

ng
es

 
M

un
ic

ip
al

it
ie

s 
- 

M
un

ic
ip

al
it

ie
s 

M
ar

ke
t 

si
ze

 
(p

re
m

is
es

) 
≥ 

10
,0

00
  

(i
n 

20
08

 o
nl

y)
 

- 
>

 4
,0

00
 

ho
us

eh
ol

ds
 

>
 2

,5
00

 
≥ 

10
,0

00
 

ho
us

eh
ol

ds
 

- 
- 

- 
- 

M
ar

ke
t 

sh
ar

e 
in

cu
m

be
nt

 
≤ 

50
%

 (
20

10
) 

≤ 
50

%
 

<
 5

0%
 

<
 5

0%
 

≤ 
50

%
 

<
 5

0%
 

≤ 
40

%
 

M
ar

ke
t 

tr
ad

it
io

na
lly

 
un

re
gu

la
te

d 
≤ 

40
%

 

N
o.

 o
f 

re
le

va
nt

 
op

er
at

or
s 

(i
nc

l. 
in

cu
m

be
nt

) 

≥ 
4 

(p
ri

nc
ip

al
 

op
er

at
or

s 
on

ly
) 

≥ 
3 

(1
 L

L
U

, 1
 c

ab
le

) 
>

 4
 

≥ 
4 

≥ 
4 

(2
 L

L
U

 +
 1

 
ca

bl
e 

 
or

 3
 L

L
U

) 

≥ 
3 

≥ 
3 

- 
≥ 

3 
(c

om
pe

tin
g 

in
fr

as
tru

ct
ur

es
) 

C
ab

le
 

≥ 
65

 %
 c

ov
. 

> 
60

 %
 c

ov
. 

N
o 

Y
es

 
≥ 

60
 %

 c
ov

. 
Y

es
 

N
o 

- 
Y

es
 

E
C

 (
or

 N
R

A
) 

no
ti

fi
ca

ti
on

 

St
at

us
 

A
pp

ro
ve

d 
 

(F
eb

. 2
00

8)
 

A
pp

ro
ve

d 
 

(J
an

. 2
00

9)
 

R
ej

ec
te

d 
by

 
N

R
A

  
(2

00
9)

 

R
ej

ec
te

d 
by

 
A

dm
in

. C
ou

rt
 

(D
ez

. 2
00

8)
 

R
ej

ec
te

d 
by

 E
C

  
„s

er
io

us
 d

ou
bt

s“
  

(N
ov

. 2
00

8)
 

R
ej

ec
te

d 
by

 E
C

 
„s

er
io

us
 d

ou
bt

s“
 

(J
an

. 2
00

9)
 

R
ej

ec
te

d 
by

 E
C

 
“s

er
io

us
 d

ou
bt

s”
 

(A
pr

. 2
01

2)
 

A
ck

no
w

le
dg

ed
  

by
 E

U
 in

 2
01

0 
R

ej
ec

te
d 

by
 E

C
 

“s
er

io
us

 d
ou

bt
s”

 
(A

ug
. 2

01
2)

 

R
ea

so
ns

 f
or

 
re

je
ct

io
n 

  
  

N
at

io
na

l s
co

pe
 

of
 m

ar
ke

t 
R

em
ov

al
 o

f 
ex

ch
an

ge
s 

 
F

ut
ur

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
un

kn
ow

n 

N
at

io
na

l s
co

pe
 

of
 m

ar
ke

t 
  

N
at

io
na

l s
co

pe
 

of
 m

ar
ke

t 
W

B
A

 <
 3

0 
M

bi
t 

L
L

U
s' 

us
ag

e 
of

 
ow

n 
W

B
A

 is
 

co
un

te
d 

N
at

io
na

l s
co

pe
 

of
 m

ar
ke

t 
„S

tr
uc

tu
ra

l"
 

in
di

ca
to

rs
 

  

N
at

io
na

l s
co

pe
 

of
 m

ar
ke

t 
„S

tr
uc

tu
ra

l"
 

in
di

ca
to

rs
 

no
 c

os
t o

rie
nt

at
io

n 
fo

r F
TT

C
 

  
M

un
ic

ip
al

it
ie

s 
do

 
no

t 
re

fl
ec

t 
lo

ca
l 

m
ar

ke
ts

 
C

om
pe

ti
ng

 
in

fr
as

tr
uc

tu
re

s 
no

t 
su

ff
ic

ie
nt

 f
or

 
co

m
pe

ti
ti

on
 

N
ot

e:
 A

pa
rt

 f
ro

m
 G

er
m

an
y 

an
d 

A
us

tr
ia

, a
ll 

co
un

tr
ie

s’
 N

R
A

s 
fi

le
d 

no
ti

fi
ca

ti
on

s 
fo

r 
ge

og
ra

ph
ic

 s
eg

m
en

ta
ti

on
 w

it
h 

th
e 

E
C

 w
hi

ch
 w

er
e 

re
je

ct
ed

 o
r 

ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

C
om

m
is

si
on

.  

So
ur

ce
: F

ab
rit

z 
an

d 
Fa

lc
k 

(2
01

3)
. 

Ta
bl

e 
1



Database

CESifo DICE Report 2/2013 (June) 52

sufficient to justify a differentiated regulation. In 
Austria the Administrative Court objected to the na-
tional regulator’s decision to deregulate in 2008, since 
it had also defined the national scope of the WBA 
market. 

Nadine Fabritz and Oliver Falck
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